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Introduction
One third of the German population younger than 20 are children of immigrants either born in Germany or who migrated to Germany with their parents (Statistisches Bundesamt 2014) .
Although raised in Germany, the children of immigrants often lag behind natives with respect to educational outcomes (Dustmann et al. 2012, Meurs, Puhani and von Haaren 2016) . Since education is essential for future labour market success, it is important to understand what determines educational decisions in order to choose policies for enhancing labour market integration of immigrants.
In this paper, I examine a controversial policy measure that aimed to improve immigrants' integration, namely facilitating naturalisation. In particular, I analyse whether naturalised parents invest more in their children's human capital. Descriptive statistics based on the German Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP) show that the share of immigrant children on the high education track (i.e. going to the Gymnasium, having a university entrance qualification or studying) is 21% among children whose parents are not naturalised and 35% among those whose parents are naturalised. One explanation for this discrepancy in educational attainment may be that naturalisation ensures residence status or may induce parents to stay longer in Germany and affect return migration decisions (as also suggested in a different context by Avitabile et al. 2013) . Since the returns on investments in (country-specific) human capital increase with the (expected) duration of residence, naturalised parents may thus have more incentives to support the educational success of their children. This hypothesis is in accordance with the finding that uncertainty related to return migration can significantly affect immigrants' human capital investments negatively (Dustmann 1999) .
Descriptive statistics support the assumed relation between naturalisation and planned duration of residence in Germany: while 82% of naturalised first-generation immigrants want to stay in Germany forever, only 48% of non-naturalised immigrants want to.
To estimate the effect of parent's naturalisation decisions on their children's educational attainment, I exploit a natural experiment that took place in Germany in the year 2000. Since 1993, immigrants aged 23 or older had had a legal claim to naturalisation after 15 years of residence in Germany, and immigrants aged between 16 and 22 after 8 years of residence.
On 1 January 2000, a reform of the citizenship law came into effect that reduced the required years of residence from 15 to 8 for all immigrants, independent of their age. Immigrants with a duration of residence between 8 and 14 years and aged at least 23 were thus treated by the reform. Immigrants with a duration of residence of at least 15 years were not affected and thus serve as a control group. Using data of the German Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP), information on treatment and control groups is available before and after the reform.
Therefore, I can apply the difference-in-differences (DiD) design. For the period of 1994 to 2006, I analyse educational attainment of immigrant children aged 11 to 23 depending on their parents' citizenship and treatment status.
Some other recent studies examine the link between naturalisation (or citizenship status) and education, labour market outcomes and social integration indicators using a similar research design. The paper which is perhaps most related to my study analyses the effect of citizenship status on human capital acquisition among immigrant children in Germany (Felfe and Saurer 2014) . Using the introduction of birthright citizenship in 2000, they identify positive effects of birthright citizenship on educational participation. They thus study the effect of children's own citizenship status that is independent of their parents' citizenship status. In contrast, my paper examines whether parents' citizenship status has an effect on children's education outcomes.
1 My study also has some similarities to Sajons (2015) and Avitabile et al. (2013) , who analyse the effect of the introduction of birthright citizenship for children born in
Germany to non-German-citizen parents on parental integration outcomes. Sajons' (2015) results based on a regression discontinuity design indicate that granting citizenship to immigrant children induces families to stay in Germany and decreases family outmigration rates. Applying the DiD methodology, Avitable et al. (2013) find positive effects of children's citizenship on parents' probability of interacting with native Germans and of using the German language. They conclude that migration rules can also indirectly affect individuals who were not directly targeted by these rules. I analyse this question from the reverse perspective, namely whether a change of the parents' legal status also affects children's outcomes. Moreover, my paper is related to Gathmann and Keller (2014) , as they also exploit the reduction in the residency requirements for naturalisation for adult immigrants in Germany. They find positive effects on labour market outcomes for women but only a few small effects for men.
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I use a mix of methods to analyse whether naturalised parents invest more in their children's human capital, in which being on the high-education track serves as a proxy for investments in human capital. Firstly, I estimate linear probability models controlling for several personal and parents' background characteristics. Secondly, I apply a DiD design. Since the treatment group includes individuals who potentially naturalise, this strategy identifies the intentionto-treat effect, the effect of being eligible to naturalise. And thirdly, I use the interaction of treatment group and post-reform period to instrument parent's naturalisation status. In contrast to the DiD design, this approach incorporates whether individuals actually react to the reform.
While the results of the linear probability models show a strong and significant correlation between parent's naturalisation status and the probability of being on the high education track (+ 15 percentage points), results from models taking unobserved heterogeneity into account yield no significant effect of parents' naturalisation status on children's educational outcomes. The DiD yields a point estimate of 0.084 with a standard error of 0.088. On the one hand, the small sample size may lead to imprecise and insignificant estimates. On the other hand, the results may suggest that naturalisation has no effect on children's education and that naturalised parents are a positively self-selected group.
To shed some light on possible channels that explain why children of naturalised parents are better educated, I estimate on the one hand the models with different dependent variables, and on the other hand those with alternative explanatory variables for the parents' naturalisation status, namely whether parents (i) plan to naturalise within the following two years, (ii) wish to stay forever or (iii) for more than 10 years in Germany. For a subgroup of 17-year-old individuals, it is possible to have a closer look at parental investments in children's human capital, i.e. receiving private paid tutoring and whether parents are strongly concerned about their children's school achievement. Furthermore, I analyse whether children of naturalised parents have different perceptions on career orientation.
The paper is organised as follows: the next section describes the German naturalisation law and the reform. Section 3 explains the data and the estimation strategy. Section 4 illustrates descriptive statistics and presents the results. Section 5 discusses possible channels of naturalisation and section 6 concludes.
Institutional Setting
This paper uses a reform of the German naturalisation law that came into effect in the year 2000. Since 1991, immigrants aged 23 or older had had a claim on principal to naturalisation after 15 years of residence in Germany (they "should usually be" naturalised), while immigrants aged between 16 and 22 had had a claim after 8 years. In 1993, this claim on principle was transformed into a legal claim (von Münch 2007) . This meant that immigrants who fulfilled the naturalisation requirements and filed an application "should be"
naturalised. In addition to the obligatory duration of residence, further naturalisation requirements were impunity, having independent means of securing a living without resorting to welfare payments (including for family members entitled to maintenance) and giving up former citizenship (for an overview of regulations see also and aged at least 23 received the right to naturalise and were thus directly affected by the reform (see also Figure 1 ). This is the essential change for the identification strategy that defines treatment and control group.
-Insert Figure 1 hereHowever, the reform involved several additional changes. On the one hand, the acceptance of multiple citizenships increased with the reform, because immigrants from EU member states have been allowed to keep their original citizenship after naturalisation since 2000. A further change in law that may be regarded as an aggravating factor is the requirement of language proficiency. Although it is not a direct requirement, insufficient language skills are an exclusion criterion for naturalisation ( §86 AuslG). The law, however, is neither clear about the level of language proficiency nor about the question of how language knowledge should be proved (Hailbronner and Renner 2005) . Confession to the free democratic order of the German constitution is a further new element, although this does not increase the effort for naturalisation. Moreover, naturalisation fees for adults increased with the reform in 2000 from 51 to 255 Euro (Von Münch 2007) . All in all, the reform of the citizenship law is regarded as a facilitating move, especially because the required duration of residence was decreased (Worbs 2008 , von Münch 2007 .
In addition to the reform of the citizenship law, birthright citizenship for children born after 1999 was also introduced in the year 2000. Since the sample analysed contains children born between 1971 and 1995, individuals were not affected by the introduction of birthright citizenship but only by the reduction of the required duration of residence through their parents. Therefore, this paper examines the effect of parents' citizenship status on investments in children's human capital, which is different from Felfe and Saurer (2014) and Sajons and Clots-Figueras (2014) Parallel to the claim of naturalisation, immigrants could always (even before 1991) file an application without meeting all requirements. Although these immigrants have no claim to naturalisation, they can be naturalised according to the authority's discretion ("Ermessenseinbürgerung") if they meet several minimum requirements defined in administrative regulations (Bundesregierung n.d. b) . These regulations are mainly applied for spouses and under-age children of Germans or naturalised immigrants. For them, the required duration of residence is only four and three years respectively (see also Table A 1) .
Naturalisation according to the authority's discretion for other individuals also usually requires 8 years of residence in Germany (10 years before the reform). However, the usual minimum duration may be shorter if special public interest exists (e.g. for athletes, von
Münch 2007).
The reasons for the reform of the citizenship law in the year 2000 were that politicians hoped that the new regulation would foster integration (Gnielinski 1999). Furthermore, in the 1990s, many permanent immigrants who had lived in Germany for a long time and were economically and socially integrated were still foreigners, and thus neither politically nor judicially integrated. The reform aimed to reduce this disproportion (Bundesregierung 1995 To define naturalised individuals, I make use of the panel structure of the data. Individuals who once had foreign nationality and gained German citizenship later are defined as naturalised. Non-naturalised individuals are individuals with foreign citizenship living in Germany. 7 The parents' treatment status is defined according to the parents' duration of residence in Germany. Children whose parents were affected by the reform (duration of residence in Germany between 8 and 14 years) constitute the treatment group, while children of parents with a longer duration of residence in Germany (15 years or more) form the control group, as these parents were not affected by the reform (see also Figure 2 ).
-Insert Figure 2 here-5 Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP), data for years 1994 -2006 , version 29, SOEP 2013 However, the numbers of observations in the treatment group by year are small (see Table 1 ). Nevertheless, it is not possible to use other data sources such as the German Microcensus because although information on German or foreign citizenship is available in all years, foreign-born and naturalised individuals can only be identified since 2005. Using the information on the year of migration and year of naturalisation, it would be possible to identify treatment and control groups retrospectively, but since retrospective information on children's educational outcomes are not available, there is no information on the dependent variable for the pre-reform period.
To account for cultural differences, immigrants are categorised according to their country of origin, which is defined either according to the child's country of birth, or if the child was born in Germany, according to the mother's country of birth or according to the father's country of birth if information on the mother's country of birth is missing. Due to small sample sizes, I group together immigrants from Western European countries, Eastern
European countries, Turkey and other countries.
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The sample is restricted to children aged 11 to 23. Before the age of 11, most of the children are in primary school, with no information on tracking thus available for them. 9 The upper age limit has to be as high as possible to increase the sample size, but must not be too high so that parents are still able to influence their children's educational decisions. 
Estimation Strategy
In a first step, I estimate linear probability models (LPM) according to the following equation in order to find out whether the parents' naturalisation status correlates with the probability of being on the high education track, also controlling for demographic characteristics.
The However, the parents' naturalisation status is probably endogenous, because it may be related to unobservable characteristics that are also correlated with the children's education track. Therefore, the identification strategy relies on exploiting the natural experiment that took place in the year 2000. I estimate difference-in-differences (hereafter DiD) as well as instrumental variable (hereafter IV) models.
While the reform affected immigrants with a duration of residence between 8 and 14 years, aged at least 23, immigrants with a longer duration of residence were not affected.
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Consequently, children belong to the treatment group when their parents are aged at least 23
and have lived between 8 and 14 years in Germany. Before the change in law, these immigrants had no legal claim to naturalisation. Children whose parents have lived in Germany for at least 15 years and are aged at least 23 belong to the control group, as they 11 I decided to include the parents' educational background instead of the parents' income for two reasons: firstly, although parental income is likely to influence children's educational outcomes, parental educational background is assumed to have a larger effect, especially among the immigrant population. Secondly, there are too many missing values for parental income. 12 Immigrants with a duration of residence shorter than 8 years were not affected either, and thus also a potential control group. However, I do not use this group as a control group, firstly because it includes recent immigrants, who differ in several ways from immigrants with a longer duration of residence, and secondly because this group may contain immigrants who were naturalised before the generally required duration of residence due to the authority's discretion, e.g. because they are married to a German.
already had a legal claim of naturalisation before the reform. Since the data provides information on treatment and control groups before and after the reform, the DiD method can be applied (second step). I estimate the following equation:
where TG is a dummy variable that indicates whether child i belongs to the treatment group, after is a dummy variable for the post-reform period and TG*after is the interaction of these two variables, the DiD estimator. Vector x includes the same control variables as the LPM.
As the endogenous explanatory variable (parents' naturalisation status) is substituted by exogenous variables (dummy variables for treatment group, post-reform period and the interaction of both variables), the model can be considered as a reduced form model. This approach identifies an intention-to-treat (ITT) effect, since the parents' naturalisation status is only implicitly considered. The change in law, however, does not solely determine enrolment in naturalisation. Although eligible, not all individuals will apply for German citizenship; this means that there is noncompliance. Therefore, the average effect of the treatment on the treated (ATT) is not identified in general, but rather the average effect of offering facilitating naturalisation on the children's educational outcome of eligible parents (ITT effect). Since this effect comprises the zero effect for non-compliers and the returns to naturalisation for those who change their status due to the reform, the ITT is smaller than the ATT (Blundell and Costa Dias 2009) . The advantage of this strategy, however, is that it controls for the endogenous decision to naturalise.
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In a third step, I estimate the effect of treatment on the treated using the interaction of treatment group and post-reform period as an instrument. This is the ITT divided by the difference in compliance rates between treatment and control groups, where the ITT is the reduced form effect of the instrument and the first stage is the compliance rate associated with this instrument (Angrist and Pischke 2008):
13 An alternative estimation strategy would be a fuzzy regression discontinuity design (RDD) using years of residence for fathers and mothers as the assignment variable. In the period 2000 to 2006, the probability of naturalisation increases after 8 years of residence. Since the sample size of individuals whose mother or father is just below or just above the cut-off is very small, it would be necessary to compare a more broadly defined group and to include a polynomial for years of residence to hold differences between individuals arriving earlier and later constant. However, the composition of immigrants may change over time, especially with respect to their origin. In the DiD design, treatment and control group are allowed to differ as long as these differences stay constant over time. From my point of view, this assumption is somewhat weaker than the RDD assumption, therefore I decided to apply the DiD design.
In this stage, I estimate whether the instrument (interaction of treatment group and postreform period (πi)) has a significant effect on the parent's naturalisation probability. The second stage (equation 2.4) estimates the instrumented effect of parents' naturalisation status on the children's probability of being on the high education track.
The IV approach estimates the average treatment effect (ATE) if individuals do not decide on treatment status, based on unobservable information. However, when individuals select into treatment and heterogeneous effects exist, then the IV approach does not identify ATE or ATT (Blundell and Costa Dias 2009) . This is probably the case here, because individuals are usually aware of the benefits they gain from naturalisation. There are compliers, who naturalise because of the reduction in required years of residence, there are always-takers, who would have naturalised anyway (because of the possibility of naturalisation by the authority's discretion, "Ermessenseinbürgerung") and there are never-takers, who do not naturalise although they have the right to do so. Therefore, the IV regression identifies the local average treatment effect (LATE) which is the ATT for compliers (Angrist et al. 1996) .
In this case this is the ATT for those who naturalise in the post-reform period because they benefited from the reform.
A valid instrument must be as good as randomly assigned and must not have a direct effect on the outcome variable (independence). This means that whether parents have lived between 8 and 14 years in Germany between 2000 and 2006 must not directly influence their children's education track attendance. The influence on the outcome variable is only allowed to be due to the effect of the instrument on the endogenous variable (exclusion restriction).
In addition, the instrument must be correlated with the endogenous variable. Belonging to the treatment group must thus influence parents' naturalisation status in the post-reform period (significant effect in the first stage). Furthermore, I assume that the reform does not prevent anyone from naturalising (monotonicity or no defiers). Figure 3 shows that the share of naturalised parents in the treatment group is zero in the prereform period and increases to 11% in the post-reform period. In the control group, the share of naturalised parents increases from 2% to 7%, indicating that the general time trend is positive. As Table A 2 shows, there are no differences in the reaction to the reform between mothers and fathers overall. The share of children on the high education track increases among the treatment group from 26% to 31% and stays constant in the control group (21%) ( Figure 3 and Table 2 ).
Results

Descriptive Statistics
-Insert Figure both affected by these time trends. Ideally, information on treatment and control groups is available in several periods before and after the reform. In that case, it would be possible to check whether it is reasonable to assume that the common trend assumption is fulfilled. Due to the small sample size, it is not possible to illustrate the naturalisation shares by treatment and control group separately for each year here. 14 It is however unlikely that there are time trends that affect only immigrants with a duration of residence between 8 and 14 years but do not affect immigrants who live in Germany for at least 15 years. Therefore, naturalisation rates of immigrants with a duration of residence between 8 and 14 years should develop similar to the naturalisation rates of immigrants with a duration of more than 14 years in absence of the reform. However, this may not be the case if there are compositional changes within each group over time, which are also related to the naturalisation probability. As long as there are no systematic compositional changes within each group over time, different characteristics of the treatment and control groups do not bias the results in the DiD approach. Table 2 shows characteristics of the treatment and control group in the pre-and post-reform period. Unfortunately, group characteristics do vary over time, especially with respect to immigrants' origin. Before the reform, the largest group of immigrants in the treatment group was of Eastern European origin (28%), with this share even increasing to 60% in the post-reform period. In contrast to this, the share of immigrants from Eastern Europe decreased in the control group (from 24% to 15%). While in the pre-reform period, 26% of immigrants in the treatment group came from Western European countries, this share decreased to 7% in the post-reform period. The share in the control group also decreased over time (from 34% to 28%). While the share of immigrants from Turkey decreased from 22% to 13% in the treatment group, it increased in the control group from 41% to 51%. The share of immigrants from other countries remained similar in both groups and time periods.
Furthermore, the parents' educational background changed in the treatment group. While the share of lowly and highly educated parents decreased, the share of medium educated parents increased in the treatment group. In the control group, the educational distribution stays nearly constant. The composition of the treatment group is probably more unstable than that of the control group, because of the small sample size of the treatment group. To control for these compositional changes, I include several explanatory variables, especially with respect to immigrants' origin and parental education background. Further potentially existing time trends such as changes in the educational system, are likely to affect treatment and control groups in the same way, and thus do not violate the DiD assumptions.
-Insert Table 2 here -
Estimation Results
Linear Probability Model
In a first step, I estimate a linear probability model (LPM) in order to find out whether the parents' naturalisation status correlates with the probability of being on the high education track. 15 Results show a positive and significant correlation between the parents' naturalisation status and the children's education track (Table 3 , row 1). Children whose parents have acquired German citizenship have a 15 percentage points higher probability of being on the high education track. Given that only 21% of children with non-naturalised parents are on the high education track, this change is equivalent to an increase of 71%. The coefficient remains stable when further control variables are added. Besides parents' naturalisation status, their educational background also has a large influence on the child's probability of being on the high education track ( Furthermore, results indicate that the probability of being on the high education track is similar for all origin groups. The relation between age and high education track attendance is slightly u-shaped, which is in line with findings of Hillmert and Jacob (2010) . At younger ages (11/12), many pupils start in the higher track, because it is the most favoured one. Then, however, the share of individuals on the higher track decreases until the age of 15, because some pupils have to leave the higher track, as the school track is too demanding. At the age of 17, the share increases again. After having completed the lower or medium track (after grade 10), pupils in Germany can switch to a higher track school (often to "specialised high track schools") in order to achieve a university entrance qualification (for an overview of the German schooling system, see Weber 2007 or Puhani, Dustmann and Schönberg 2014) .
When the correlation between the mother's naturalisation status and the children's probability of being on the high education track is estimated separately from the link between the father's naturalisation status and children's educational attainment, naturalisation coefficients are somewhat smaller and less significant compared to the joint estimation, this is especially true for the father's naturalisation status (Table A 4 and Table A 5 ).
-Insert Table 3 here -
Difference-in-Differences:
In the next step, I compare educational participation of children before and after the reform of parents with a duration of residence between 8 and 14 years and of parents with a longer duration of residence. Row 2 of Table 3 shows the estimates of the interaction of the treatment group and post-reform period. Children of parents with a duration of residence between 8 and 14 years have a similar probability of being on the high education track in the post-reform period compared to children of parents with a longer duration in the pre-reform period. Although the coefficient of the DiD estimator is positive, its magnitude is much smaller compared to the coefficient of parents' naturalisation status in the LPM and insignificant. On the one hand, this result may indicate that parents' naturalisation status does not affect children's educational outcomes, and that the observed correlation in the LPM is due to self-selection with respect to unobservable characteristics. On the other hand, coefficients may not be significant because they are imprecisely estimated due to the small sample size. The coefficients of the additional control variables (Table A 6 ) are similar to those of the LPM estimations. Estimating the effect of parent's naturalisation status separately for mothers' and father's shows that the DiD estimator for mother's is smaller than the estimator for both parents (Table A 4 ). In contrast to this, the DiD estimator of the father's naturalisation status is larger and even weakly significant in specifications five and six (Table A 5 ).
In addition, I use native children as an alternative control group. Since their parents' citizenship status is always German, they were not affected by the reform. The DiD estimator is negative and small in the specifications one and two and positive in specifications three to six but only weakly significant in the last specification (Table A 7 ). Although this approach controls for time-specific effects that affect both groups, for example a general positive time trend in educational attainment, native children may not be an adequate control group, because other time trends may affect educational outcomes of native and immigrant children differently. For example, increasing awareness of the necessity for integration of immigrants and catering to their special needs may improve educational attainment of immigrant children, but does not affect natives. In that case, the DiD assumptions would be violated.
Instrumental Variable Approach
While DiD models estimate intention-to-treat effects, the first stage of the IV approach takes into account whether individuals in fact react to the reform. The first stage estimates show that the instrument, the interaction of the treatment group and the post-reform period, increases the parents' naturalisation probability significantly. Controlling for children's demographic characteristics, parents of the treatment group have a 5 percentage points higher probability of naturalisation after the reform compared to parents of the control group in the pre-reform period (Table 3 , row 3). However, when the parents' educational background is held constant, the first stage is not significant anymore. This is problematic, as it may indicate that the exclusion restriction is not fulfilled. Furthermore, the F-value, which is nearly 14 in the specification without further control variables, decreases to 3 or 2 when further explanatory variables are included. According to Staiger and Stock (1997) , the F-value should be at least 10, as a rule of thumb, otherwise the instrument may be weak.
Therefore, although descriptive statistics show that naturalisation rates of affected parents increase after the reform (Figure 3) 
Robustness Checks
To test the robustness of the results, I estimate the models for the observation period 1994
to 1998 and 2001 to 2006, in order to rule out the possibility of results being biased due to special effects in the year directly before and after the reform came into effect (e.g. due to anticipation effects, uncertainty on the part of the immigrants or overload on the part of the authorities). The coefficients of the LPM are almost identical compared to the non-restricted sample and the DiD estimators are somewhat larger, but results are overall consistent (Table   A 9 ). Parents' naturalisation status is significantly correlated with children's education track (LPM), while DiD models yield mainly insignificant results. However, the first stage of the IV approach is too weak when the years 1999 and 2000 are excluded, therefore the instrument (interaction of treatment group and post-reform period) is not valid.
Furthermore, I divide the sample into subsamples of younger and older individuals aged 11 to 17 and 18 to 23 (Table A 10 ). On the one hand, the coefficient may be larger for the younger age group, as parents' influence might be larger on younger children. On the other hand, the coefficient may be larger for the older age group, as the educational system may be more open for individuals between 18 and 23 (as described above). Results of the LPM seem to support the second hypothesis: the coefficient of parents' naturalisation status is larger in the group of adolescents aged 18 to 23 (+ 24 percentage points, significant to the 5% level) than the coefficient in the sample of younger children (+12 percentage points, significant to the 10% level). Coefficients of the DiD and IV approach remain insignificant.
As described in section 2, several Turkish immigrants in particular used the domestic clause to gain dual citizenship in the late 1990s. Since the domestic clause was dropped in the law of 2000, the reform may not be regarded as facilitating for Turkish immigrants. Therefore, IV results may be biased for them and the coefficient of the total sample may be underestimated. However, Figure A 2 shows that naturalisation rates of mothers and fathers with Turkish origin where higher in the post-reform period than in the pre-reform period.
Furthermore, Table A 11 presents estimation results based on a sample excluding immigrants from Turkey (column one to three) and based on a sample of immigrants from Turkey only (column four to six). In the sample excluding immigrants from Turkey the coefficient of the instrument on parents' naturalisation status is significant in the first stage (row three).
However, the F-value remains small and the instrumented naturalisation coefficient in the second stage remains insignificant. In contrast, the first stage is not significant among immigrants from Turkey. However, when only the father's naturalisation status of children with Turkish origin is instrumented, the first stage is positive (+16 pp.) and significant to the 5% level. It seems therefore, as if Turkish fathers reacted more strongly to the reform than Turkish mothers 16 , but the father's naturalisation status does not increase investments in children's human capital for immigrants from Turkey. In addition, Table A It is possible that the parents' naturalisation status has a stronger effect on the transition between low and medium education than between medium and high education. Therefore, I
additionally analyse whether individuals whose parents are naturalised have a higher probability of undertaking or having completed an apprenticeship or being on the medium or high education track. In the German labour market, having completed an apprenticeship is the relevant requirement for working in qualified jobs. Therefore, this outcome variable being on the medium or high education track than children of non-naturalised parents (Table   A 13 ). Results of the DiD and the IV estimations are not significant.
Discussion of Possible Channels
The hypothesis as to why naturalisation may increase parents' investments in their children's human capital is based on the idea that naturalisation ensures residence status and may induce parents to stay in Germany longer. Therefore, the expected returns of the investments are larger. Even though results suggest that parents' naturalisation status itself has no causal effect on children's educational outcomes, naturalised parents may be self-selected with respect to their return migration plans. This means that the longer time horizon of naturalised parents may still be a reason for higher investments, although it is an endogenous decision.
According to this argumentation, parents' willingness to naturalise and their willingness to stay in Germany may themselves have a positive effect on investments in their children's human capital. To test this hypothesis, I run regressions with dummy variables either for (i)
parents planning to naturalise within the next two years, (ii) parents wishing to stay forever in Germany or (iii) parents planning to stay for at least ten more years in Germany as explanatory variables instead of parents' naturalisation status. While realised naturalisation of the parents is significantly positively correlated to their children's educational participation, there is a negative correlation between parents who state that they plan to apply for German citizenship within the next two years and their children's education (Table A 14). This difference may be due to differences in revealed and stated preferences. Another possible explanation may be that individuals who state that they plan to naturalise may want to naturalise but do not fulfil the requirements, and are thus negatively self-selected.
Descriptive statistics support this supposition: the share of lowly educated and non-working parents is higher among those who plan to naturalise compared to those who are naturalised.
Nevertheless, planning to naturalise is still a valid indicator for naturalisation in the future, as most parents who are naturalised said two years before naturalisation that it is very likely that they will apply for German citizenship within the next two years (84% of mothers and 75% of fathers). Furthermore, Table 4 ). Furthermore, 44% of adolescents with naturalised parents state that their parents are strongly or very strongly concerned about their schooling success, while only 26% of respondents with non-naturalised parents do. These differences stay significant (mainly to the 10% and 12% level) controlling for the parents' educational background and employment status as well as for the adolescents' origin and the actual schooling track (Table   A 15 ). Comparing adolescents' attitudes according to parents' naturalisation status shows that the share of adolescents who think that the schooling degree is important for success in life is similar for both groups (67% vs. 70%, Table 4 ). However, more adolescents whose parents are naturalised state that high income, good promotion opportunities and high occupational prestige are important factors for their occupational choice (79%) compared to adolescents whose parents are not naturalised (50%). This difference remains large and strongly significant (to the 1% level) in the multivariate LPM (Table A 15 ).
In summary, the analysis of these additional outcomes suggests that naturalised parents invest more in their children's education and that naturalised adolescents have different attitudes with respect to career orientation. These attitudes are probably influenced by their parents. Therefore, results indicate that education and occupational success has high priority for naturalised parents, which may be the reason why their children are more likely to be on the high education track.
-Insert Table 4 here -
Conclusions
This paper examines a policy measure that aimed to improve immigrants' integration, The first stage is only significant in some specifications and the F-value is small, indicating that the instrument may be weak. Consequently, the coefficient of the instrument obtained from the second stage is not significant either. All in all, results suggest that naturalised parents are a positively self-selected group.
Additional results for a subsample of 17-year-old respondents reveal that education and career have a high priority for naturalised parents and their children, which may be the reason why their children are more often on the high education track. Naturalised parents are more concerned about their children's schooling achievement, their children more often receive private paid tutoring than children of non-naturalised parents, and children of naturalised parents are more career-orientated.
Even though the study does not identify a causal effect of parents' naturalisation status on investments in children's human capital, I show that children of naturalised parents are more often on the high education track. Moreover, the study sheds some light on possible channels that may explain why this is the case. Consequently, results cannot corroborate the notion that facilitating naturalisation is an effective policy measure to improve immigrants' education, but the study nevertheless confirms that naturalisation serves as a good indicator for integration. Note: Due to missing information on parents' naturalisation status, the number of observations is lower for this variable post reform: 195; 807, 169 Note: Coefficients of linear probability models are displayed. The outcome variable is being on the high education track. The sample is restricted to individuals aged between 11 and 23 who are children of first-generation immigrants and whose parents have been living in Germany for at least 8 years. Reported standard errors in parentheses are robust and clustered by individual. * (**/***) denotes statistical significance at the 10% (5%/1%) level. Source: SOEP v29, 1994 to 2006, own calculations. 
  
Note: The first row shows the coefficient of mothers' naturalisation status on children's probability of being on the high education track obtained by LPM. The second row shows the coefficient of the DiD estimator (interaction of treatment group and post-reform period). The third row shows the first stage estimates of the IV approach, namely the coefficient of the interaction of treatment group and post-reform period on parents' probability of being naturalised. Row four shows results of the second stage. The sample is restricted to children aged between 11 and 23. Due to missing values in the variable "number of siblings", specification (6) is based on 3,265 (LPM), 3,597 (DiD), and 3,365 (IV) observations respectively. Reported standard errors in parentheses are robust and clustered by individual. * (**/***) denotes statistical significance at the 10% (5%/1%) level. Source: SOEP v29, 1994 to 2006, own calculations. 
The first row shows the coefficient of fathers' naturalisation status on children's probability of being on the high education track obtained by LPM. The second row shows the coefficient of the DiD estimator (interaction of treatment group and post-reform period). The third row shows the first stage estimates of the IV approach, namely the coefficient of the interaction of treatment group and post-reform period on parents' probability of being naturalised. Row four shows results of the second stage. The sample is restricted to children aged between 11 and 23. Due to missing values in the variable "number of siblings", specification (6) is based on 3,293 (LPM), 3,597 (DiD), and 3,416 (IV) observations respectively. Reported standard errors in parentheses are robust and clustered by individual. * (**/***) denotes statistical significance at the 10% (5%/1%) level. Source: SOEP v29, 1994 to 2006, own calculations. 195 195 195 195 195 192 195 195 195 195 195 192 Note: The first panel shows the first stage estimates of the IV approach, namely the coefficient of the interaction of the treatment group and the post-reform period on parents' probability of being naturalised. The second panel shows results of the second stage, where being on the high education track is the dependent variable. The sample is restricted to children aged between 11 and 23. Reported standard errors in parenthesis are robust and clustered by individual. * (**/***) denotes statistical significance at the 10% (5%/1%) level. Source: SOEP v29, 1994 to 2006, own calculations. 
 
Note: The first row shows the coefficient of parents' naturalisation status on children's probability of being on the high education track obtained by LPM. The second row shows the coefficient of the DiD estimator (interaction of treatment group and post-reform period). The third row shows the first stage estimates of the IV approach, namely the coefficient of the interaction of the treatment group and the post-reform period on parents' probability of being naturalised. Row four shows results of the second stage. The sample is restricted to children aged between 11 and 23. Due to missing values in the variable "number of siblings", specification (6) is based on 2,785 (DiD) and 2,621 (IV) observations respectively. Reported standard errors in parenthesis are robust and clustered by individual. * (**/***) denotes statistical significance at the 10% (5%/1%) level.
Source : SOEP v29, 1994 : SOEP v29, -1998 : SOEP v29, and 2001 : SOEP v29, -2006 , own calculations. Note: Column (1) shows estimation results for the full sample (individuals aged 11-23), column (2) shows results for the subsample of 11 to 17-year-olds and column (3) for individuals aged 18 to 23. The dependent variable is being on the high education track. The First stage of the IV estimation shows the coefficient of the interaction between treatment group and after the reform on the probability that parents are naturalised. Source: SOEP v29, 1994 to 2006, own calculations. Note: The first row shows the coefficient of parents' naturalisation status on children's probability of being on the high education track obtained by LPM. The second row shows the coefficient of the DiD estimator (interaction of treatment group and post-reform period). The third row shows the first stage estimates of the IV approach, namely the coefficient of the interaction of the treatment group and the post-reform period on parents' probability of being naturalised. Note: The first row shows the coefficient of parents' naturalisation status on children's probability of being on the high education track obtained by LPM. The second row shows the coefficient of the DiD estimator (interaction of treatment group and post-reform period). The third row shows the first stage estimates of the IV approach, namely the coefficient of the interaction of the treatment group and the post-reform period on parents' probability of being naturalised. Row four shows results of the second stage. The results shown on column one to three are based on the total sample, the results in column four to six are based on a sample that excludes parents with second citizenship. Further explanatory variables are year dummy variables, age, age squared, gender, being born in Germany, dummy variables for origin groups, parents' educational background and number of siblings. Reported standard errors in parenthesis are robust and clustered by individual. * (**/***) denotes statistical significance at the 10% (5%/1%) level. Source: SOEP v29, 1994 to 2006, own calculations. Note: Coefficients of a LPM, DiD model and second stage estimates of IV model are displayed. The outcome variable is undertaking or having completed an apprenticeship or being on the medium or high education track compared to being unemployed or being at a lower education track school. The sample is restricted to individuals aged between 17 and 23 who are children of first-generation immigrants who have lived in Germany for at least 8 years. Reported standard errors in parentheses are robust and clustered by individual. * (**/***) denotes statistical significance at the 10% (5%/1%) level.
Source: SOEP v29, 1994 to 2006, own calculations. Note: In the pre-reform period, the number of observations is 41 for mothers in the treatment group (13 for fathers) and 800 mothers in the control group (839). In the post-reform period, the number of observations is 96 for mothers in the treatment group (54 fathers) and 679 mothers in the control group (733). Source: SOEP v29, 1994-2006, own calculations. 
